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Defense transformation is the most important issue in the United 
States today. For this reason, the United States is working with 
NATO to try to achieve a global military transformation in western 
countries. In Latin American countries, however, the situation is 
different due to the existence of other variables that have an impact 
on the armed forces organizational structures. In this article, the 
author analyzes defense transformation in the United States and 
the situation in South America, placing emphasis on the nature and 
the constitutional framework as the most important transformational 
axis in Latin America, whereas in the United States the center of 
gravity is the transformation of military capabilities. 


BACKGROUND 


One of the major concerns of the US defense sector involves the 
transformation of the defense system. Since 2001, many specialists have 
devoted themselves to explaining the concept, while the federal government in 
Washington has organized a Defense Department Transformation Office 
attached to the Defense Department. There has been much progress in the 
intervening years, and two wars plus a cunning terrorist attack have helped 
definitively shape the concept. 

In an almost natural process of transfer of ideas, this concept has been 
transmitted to the Latin American region, where military leadership is trying 
to absorb it and to find an application for it in situations where the armed 
forces are often discussed in terms of shortages. 

For this last reason, the transfer of the concept to Latin America is not so 
simple, since the design of the military apparatus depends on the selected 
strategic modality and that, in turn, depends on the challenges and threats 
facing the State. In this sense, the situation of the United States is not 
symmetrical with that of the countries of the region, so the application of this 
concept to Latin America must be analyzed with care. 
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This article is an attempt to explain the concept of defense transformation, 
emphasizing on the aspects I think are pertinent to countries like those in Latin 
America. These are my personal opinions and do not involve any agency or 
country in which I am working in a professional capacity. 


SECURITY AND DEFENSE AND THE NEW THREATS: THE 
INSTRUMENTAL VIEW OF DEFENSE 


The term ‘new threats’ refer to the risks to which all the nations of the world 
have been subject since the end of the Cold War. From then on, this concept 
began to appear strongly, positing the need for countries to reform their 
defense sectors in order to develop the necessary capabilities to meet these 
threats. 

Since the first defense ministerial meetings held on Williamsburg 1995, 
these threats have been posed globally without specifying which would be 
resolved with the instruments of defense and public safety, i.e., with the 
military and/or political apparatus, or through agencies of another kind. 

In fact, the Declaration of San Carlos de Bariloche states the concern about 
the impact of economic phenomena on a country’s security.’ This 
circumstance gradually gave rise to an expansion of risk management, since 
problems of a political, economic and social nature were also included as 
possible threats to states. 

Accordingly, the work groups in the aforesaid meeting agreed that the new 
threats were growing unemployment, social marginality, uncontrolled 
migration, drug trafficking, terrorism in all its forms, organized crime, 
violations of human rights, the deterioration of the environment, various forms 
of discrimination, and others. As can be seen, it is a question of a combination 
of different risks whose only common trait is the fact that they cannot be 
resolved with a single instrument. 

It can then be deduced that the impact that conventional economic crises in 
the region have on the security of the states tends to ‘globalize’ the threats, 
assigning all of them to the defense sector, among other reasons because of the 
equivocal assimilation made between the two concepts (security and defense). 
What complicates things even more is the fact that some identify the concept 
of national security with public safety. 

It is thus increasingly important to define what is meant by defense and 
security. What is the scope of one, and what is the scope of the other? This is 
no doubt an interesting discussion, more academic than political, that ends up 
‘boring’ decision makers, since beyond definitions the concepts need to be 
concretely materialized. There is no doubt that defense ministers are much 
more concerned with the ‘management’ of defense than with the conceptual 
definition of its terms. However, it is necessary to emphasize that this concern 
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about defining the scope of security and defense has recurred in the four 
ministerial meetings. My position is that I adhere to an instrumental view of 
defense, and see security only as an ‘effect’. As for public safety, which is 
confused with the security effect, it is one of the instruments the state has, like 
defense, health, education and treasury, to solve its problems, in this case 
people’s safety. 

Now what does ‘instrumental defense’ mean? It means that, if in view of 
the magnitude and quality of the threat or problem, the state decides or needs 
to use the armed forces or the police* to resolve it, the threat is a matter of 
defense. On the other hand, if the problem (such as AIDS) requires the health 
system for its resolution, it is simply a problem for the health sector. In sum, 
the instrument that is ultimately used will define whether the threat is the 
domain of the defense sector or a problem inherent to another sector. 
Obviously, there are threats that so clearly have a certain nature that it takes a 
highly precise instrument to resolve them. For example, if a country is 
militarily invaded there is no doubt that this circumstance (or threat) is in the 
domain of defense, and requires a military apparatus to resolve it. In this case 
the nature of the threat is clearly within the domain of defense. 

Another point of conflict is that some think that poverty is a threat to 
security. In my opinion, poverty in itself is not a threat. What can happen is 
that it can be the cause or driver of some threat or have a multiplying effect on 
some threat, such as terrorism or drug trafficking, for example. In this case, the 
armed forces will not act against hunger, but directly against the threat that 
requires the military instrument.’ 

For their part, the armed forces (as instruments) have a nature (they were 
created to fulfill a mission), have been given capabilities (in order to fulfill the 
mission efficiently and effectively), and they have a constitutional framework 
that directs them (Fig. 1). The logical thing is to use them within those limits. 


FIGURE 1 
INSTRUMENTAL DEFENSE 
Nature 


Constitutional Capabilities 
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In turn, the state itself will have to develop the specific capabilities for 
resolving the various types of problems or threats, For example, developing a 
good health system that controls AIDS, an adequate educational structure, 
initiatives that solve poverty, etc. 

It is important to remember that there has been agreement among the 
ministers of the region that the primary role of the countries’ armed forces 
continues to be the defense of national sovereignty, which tacitly acknow!- 
edges that each country is free to define its own range of specific threats. This 
gives the countries freedom of action to their own threat scenarios (normally 
local) that must be resolved or mitigated by the countries through bilateral ties. 

The basic thing is to be clear that in today’s world there will be three 
scenarios that can exist simultaneously. The first is peace, to which I would 
add the word ‘relative’, since the so-called new threats are a phenomenon seen 
in a scenario of peace. The second is crisis, in which the armed forces must 
shape and refine concrete, real and credible measures of deterrence. The third 
scenario will be that of war or conflict with the military use of the means of 
defense. These three events may cross and combine because these days wars 
are not declared; they coexist with peace and/or crisis. And the bigger the 
country, the greater the risk of simultaneity of events. In addition, at any time 
there can be part of a crisis or high tension anywhere. 

In sum, the so-called ‘new’ threats affect everything from the state down to the 
individual citizen and today are essentially a peacetime phenomenon, since if we 
look with a keen historical eye we will see that most of them have been occurring 
for along time throughout the world, but previously they have mainly made their 
appearance in times of war. This is confirmed by acts of terrorism in war, massive 
migrations after bombardments, deterioration of the environment due to the use 
of conventional, chemical or nuclear weapons, or post-war economic crises. In 
synthesis, it would appear that the only really new (or, rather, renewed) threat is 
the interaction of the drug trafficking-subversion-terrorism triad as we observe it 
in Colombia, which is now 40 years old. 

From my perspective there are three central points: 


* It’s not that there are ‘new’ threats, what is happening is that there is a 
different perception of them. 

These threats essentially affect countries in peacetime. 

. There is a social interest in having the armed forces do more for less 
money, a requirement very characteristic of a market economy. This leads 
to designing new missions, including their debated role in the development 
of countries. To this is added the natural political interest in materializing 
the effective subordination of the armed forces by centering them on their 
specific tasks, and in order to do that it is necessary to redefine their 
missions. 
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For the time being, the defense sectors will have to fulfill four major 
missions. The first is to resolve the traditional threats, or possible military 
attack. The second is to resolve the so-called new threats. The third is to fulfill 
the country’s strategic commitments, in this case peacekeeping and other 
operations. The fourth is to play a role in national development, playing a role 
subsidiary to the state, if it is a market economy. In this context, and as a fifth 
task, the functions of public safety can be added when the police are part of the 
defense sector. Each country will prioritize these missions independently 
based on its own situation. For example, the case of Colombia is emblematic 
when speaking of new threats, due to the drug-trafficking guerilla warfare. On 
the other hand, in Bolivia the armed forces are playing an important role in the 
country’s development, collaborating with the population, and Uruguay is 
singular due to the preeminence it gives to participating in international 
operations. 


THE TRANSFORMATION OF DEFENSE. EVOLUTION OF THE CONCEPT 
AND ITS IMPLEMENTATION IN THE UNITED STATES 


The United States has the very healthy practice of learning lessons at the end of 
each conflict or war. In this context, at the end of the Vietnam War there began an 
arduous and very serious overall review of what had happened in that conflict. As 
a result, in 1973 the Training and Doctrine (TRADOC) Command emerged at 
Fort Monroe (Virginia), where the whole process was rooted. Initially, two 
concepts were handled there, active defense and land—air combat, the latter 
vindicating the air war theory of Seversky, Michels and Douet. 

Experiences were thoroughly reviewed and the new findings were collated, 
now with a dynamic vision, assuming that today changes are so rapid that 
reviews that had been conducted every 40 years in the past now needed to be 
made every two years. Perhaps the most important assumption at the time was 
that there had to be a change from an industrial-age army (second wave) to a 
technology and information-age army (third wave). The change is so deep that 
today—unlike the Second World War—a soldier in the trenches is as aware of 
the political evolution of the war as public opinion, or even his own 
commanders.* 

Later the strategic need to attempt to reconcile the action of the American 
armed forces in two theaters simultaneously was added, as could happen if 
there were a conflict with Iraq and Korea at the same time, a very difficult 
alternative to support logistically. Added to the above is the danger of an 
asymmetrical war as the major threat of the so-called ‘rogue’ nations. In this 
type of war, weapons of mass destruction and the neutralization of the 
technological system appear to be the greatest dangers. All these facts are 
leading to the urgent need to bring about a true ‘revolution’ in military matters, 
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culminating at the dawn of the twenty-first century with the announcement by 
then-candidate George W. Bush to conduct a process of military 
transformation. 

In October 2001, Admiral Arthur Cebroski was appointed to take over the 
new Office of Defense Transformation under Secretary Rumsfeld. From then 
on, several documents emerge, principally the following: Defense Leaders on 
Transformation, DOD Six Transformation Goals, Training Transformation, 
Future Warfare Joint Vision 2020, Military Transformation (Strategic 
Approach), and Transformation Planning Guidance 2003. To these is added 
the practical work of expanding the process of Transformation to NATO, 
keeping its operations command in Europe and creating a transformation 
command at Norfolk (Virginia) under the command of US Admiral 
Giambastiani. In this way, both transformation processes, the United States 
and NATO, are marching in step. 

With all this information, and after reviewing the official documents one 
by one and looking over the speeches, writings, and interviews of Secretary 
Rumsfeld, I will briefly explain the core aspects of the process. 

The definition of transformation is quite explicit. Transformation means 
the process that anticipates natural changes in matters of military competence 
and cooperation through a combination of concepts, capabilities, individuals 
and organizations, profitably using the nation’s advantages, and protecting 
against asymmetrical vulnerabilities. This is in order to sustain a strategic 
position adequate to promote world peace and stability. In my way of thinking, 
the key concepts of the definition are ‘anticipate natural changes’, which 
involves recognizing that there are changes that transcend man’s will and that 
it is necessary to forestall them. The other concept refers to ‘military 
competence and cooperation’, so it does not cover only war. Other important 
concepts are the need to protect against ‘asymmetrical threats’, and finally the 
need to ‘sustain a strategic position’.° 

This process of transformation is part of the strategy of ‘preemption’ used 
for the first time after the events of 11 September. As we know, this concept 
differs from ‘prevention’ in the sense that it is a decidedly offensive response 
to any threat that appears imminent. However, submerged in the subtleties of 
the definitions, I would say that the difference between prevention and 
preemption is that in order to achieve the latter you have to be a world power. 
At any rate, military transformation consists of generating a military force that 
is an effective instrument of preemption. That is, a quick, lethal response.° 

In order to properly insert the explanation of the meaning of 
transformation, it must be contextualized in the policy and defense objectives 
and the strategic principles sustained by the United States. The objectives of 
the defense policy are to assure allies and friends, dissuade military 
competition, deter threats to interests, and if dissuasion (deterrence) fails, 
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defeat the enemy. As for the strategic principles sustained, they are: to defend 
the United States and project military power, manage risks, strengthen 
alliances, have flexible and mobile capabilities, strengthen the global position 
of the United States, develop a broad range of military capabilities, and 
transform defense.’ 

The scope of the transformation will be to transform how combat is 
conducted, to transform management, and to transform how to collaborate and 
operate with the other instruments of power. In this respect, Secretary 
Rumsfeld was very explicit in stating that transforming only the armed forces 
is fruitless, the defense sector as a whole must be transformed. The 
transformation strategy consists of three parts: 1) transforming the culture 
through innovative leadership, 2) transforming processes and 3) transforming 
capabilities through the transformation of the forces themselves. The time 
frame of the current project is approximately 20 years, keeping in mind what 
Rumsfeld said to the effect that transformation is a process that has a starting 
point but not an end point, meaning that it is a permanent process. 

The primary responsibilities for the process lie with the defense secretary, 
the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the director of the 
Transformation Office. Farther down are the responsibilities for implemen- 
tation, basically in the operational commands. In this way, there is a 
management relationship from top to bottom and a feedback process from 
bottom to top. 

The ongoing transformation process serves the six operational objectives 
defined in 2001, to wit: protecting critical bases of operations, designing and 
sustaining forces to prevent threat access, denying the enemy sanctuaries, 
ensuring information systems, strengthening the capabilities of the space 
systems, and developing the system in conjunction with an appropriate 
technological and data processing platform.® This last point is a fundamental 
parameter of the transformation process. 

‘In my opinion, the experience that best explains the technological advance 
of the North American command and control system is the fact that in the 
Afghan war—the first war of this century—the commander of the troops was 
not in the war theater, but in Florida. This was because the technological 
platforms at his headquarters were more efficient based in Florida than in the 
mountains of Afghanistan. In Florida, he was ‘closer’ to his troops than in 
Afghanistan itself. This situation was widely debated in the press during the 
months of the war.’ 

The pillars that support this project are basically the following: exploit the 
advantages of intelligence, develop and experiment with concepts, and 
continue the transformation of capabilities.’ 

One of the most important measures, which converge with the 
transformation of defense, is the decision to organize Homeland Security as 
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a cabinet-level department charged with the defense of the national territory 
itself. From the moment of its creation, the new department has been linked 
with the transformation of the defense sector to interact with it. 

In Fig. 2, taken from the document entitled Military Transformation, a 
Strategic Approach," the process of Transformation in the US defense sector 
can be explained using a graphic that shows the action of military forces when 
faced with a crisis. It can be seen that crisis and conflict are divided into three 
phases. In the first phase, assurance, dissuasion (diplomacy), and deterrence 
(military presence) are used. In the second phase, coercive power or the 
military instrament is used, and in the last phase the situation is restored. In 
this context, a comparison can be made between the action that would be taken 
in this process by modern armed forces and traditional armed forces. In a few 
words, transformed forces have the capability of more credibly participating in 
the deterrence phase, operating with greater potential, speed and freedom of 
action, altering the initial conditions in their favor, and achieving objectives in 
a shorter time with fewer resources. This means that these are forces that can 
be effectively used for a strategy of preemption. Perhaps the point of 
controversy is in the armed forces’ action in the restoration stage, since forces 
in transformation are known to be qualitative and smaller. This situation is 


FIGURE 2 
ACTION OF MILITARY FORCES IN A CRISIS. 
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Source : Military Transformation. A Strategic Approach (Defense Department, Autumn 2003) 
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currently being observed in Iraq, where the same forces that were effective in 
the second phase (coercion) encountered extreme difficulties in the third phase 
(restoration). In this respect, at the time the press made known the critical 
opinions put out by former Army Chief of Staff General Shinseki on the 
number of forces to be used in Iraq. 


ADAPTATION, MODERNIZATION AND TRANSFORMATION: 
APPLICATION IN THE REGION 


The armed forces, as I stated above, are based on three basic concepts. The 
first is their nature, since they were created to perform a task that society has 
assigned them since their creation. In the second place, the state has given 
them a regulatory and judicial framework, and in the third place, the state 
gives them certain capabilities in order for them to carry out their natural tasks 
within that legal framework. Up to this point, things are seen from a theoretical 
perspective. Now these three basic concepts interact, and if one is changed it 
impacts the others. For example, in Paraguay the decision was made to state in 
the constitution that the country renounces war and that its armed forces are 
defensive. This change in the legal framework impacts to some extent the 
operational nature of the armed forces and, obviously, their capabilities, since 
they will have to be defensive. In the case of the major powers, the changes are 
not in the legal framework, but directly involve capabilities, which is the case 
of the essence of military transformation in the United States. I would add that 
history is the discipline that teaches us about the nature of men and 
institutions. Looking at history, then, we can see the various changes in the 
nature of the armed forces that could have occurred, and the specific cases. So 
in essence, in Latin America, any modification to any of these three basic 
concepts implies that we are ‘transforming’ the armed forces. This means that 
transforming the armed forces in Latin America is a more deep-rooted process 
because it covers political aspects, value aspects and the relationship with 
society. All these aspects recur frequently in the countries’ defense agendas. In 
Latin America, transforming the armed forces is necessarily synonymous with 
a radical change in their nature, the laws that govern them, and their 
capabilities. 

Ultimately, all the political decisions made in defense end up impacting the 
structure and organization of the armed forces, in what is called ‘force design’. 
That is, new missions require a new design of military forces. If we add 
missions or tasks to the armed forces, consideration must be given to giving 
them the necessary capabilities. So this is the point on which military 
leadership must place the accent and give their professional opinion. 

Today, three concepts are managed simultaneously. In the United States, 
there is a definition of these, in which Adaptation, Modernization, and 
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Transformation are stages of a single process that is basically divided into 
short, medium and long term. ’? In the case of Latin America, it seems to me 
that the most appropriate interpretations would be: Adaptation consists of 
enabling existing structures to continue carrying out their assigned tasks. 
Modernization is optimizing capabilities in order to better perform the 
assigned missions, and Transformation is developing new capabilities to carry 
out new missions or play new roles in combat. 

On this subject, it must be emphasized that this is not a matter of applying 
foreign recipes, much less copying models, it means considering trends and 
selecting the aspects that could be applicable, while keeping things in 
proportion and respecting specificities. 

Based on this statement, it would be particularly interesting in the region’s 
next military meetings to have a thorough discussion of this idea of military 
transformation (or polyvalence) in order to draw conclusions for Latin 
America." This is because it is possible that modernization processes will lose 
their validity sooner or later and it will become necessary to conduct a more 
integral transformation in the armed forces. 

On this point, it occurs to me that in future processes of military 
transformation, at least the following aspects should be taken into 
consideration: 


- First, clearly define the strategic model, assuming that the force design will 
be derived from it. In addition, determine the priority of modern-day 
missions, i.e., (1) conventional threats scenarios, (2) new or unconven- 
tional threats, (3) strategic commitments, and (4) the military role in 
national development. For example, for Uruguay, strategic commitments 
are the first priority. For Chile, conventional threats are probably their 
priority. But for Colombia it will be unconventional threats. 

- Armed forces conceived of as an instrument of foreign policy and not in 
the service of local hypotheses, detached from the interests and 
opportunities of the states. This definition produces a change in 
consideration because it undermines the foundation many armed forces 
had throughout the last century. 

+ Develop joint capabilities with possibilities of international 
interoperability. 


+ Develop more streamlined, polyvalent organizations equipped with mobile 
reserves. In parallel, prepare forces for efficient performance in 
multinational operations. 

+ More clearly define the role the armed forces will have in national 
development, taking care not to denature their primary function. In 
addition, develop the capabilities that are indispensable for handling ‘new 

' missions’, since although the missions may be new, the threats are not. 
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Provide for effective military-police coordination in the ‘gray area’ in 
which police forces are used in clearly combat tasks due to the country’s 
needs. For example, this can be seen in Colombia, and it is important to 
note that many countries have the police under the Defense Ministry. 


Our discussion in Latin America will be to define whether we must 


modernize or transform, or whether ultimately, due to lack of resources or to 
the needs of the country, there is no remedy other than adaptation. The fact of 
assigning new missions to the armed forces makes a transformation 
mandatory, since new missions require new capabilities that must be acquired. 


CONCLUSIONS 


Nm 


The transformation of defense is not a US monopoly. It is a trend that has 
already begun. However, it is not imperative in Latin America if conditions 
do not warrant it. It must be determined whether adaptation, modernization 
or transformation is required. As for modernization, it will be a permanent 
part of transformation. 

To decide whether to transform defense, the problem must be identified 
and diagnosed, and then a long-term plan must be prepared. 

Each situation has a different starting point. The US transformation does 
not have the same starting point as Bolivia or Brazil. 

Transformation is not only technology (modernization), it is also a change 
in a forces’ doctrine and structure. 

It is not just improving combat methods, but also developing new forms of 
combat. 

It is not a matter of replacing the entire military structure, just combining 
the emerging structure with the existing one. 

In Latin America, transforming the armed forces means approaching the 
three basic parameters: nature, legal framework, and capabilities. 


NOTES 


. Declaration of San Carlos de Bariloche, October 1996. 
_ In some countries such as Chile, Colombia, Venezuela and others, the police is part of the 


Defense Ministry. 

| think that threats are situations in which the will of an adversary or enemy is involved. Things 
such as unemployment, hunger, illiteracy, poverty, etc. are problems, structural failures of 
society, or shortages. 

See for example Alvin Toffler and Heidi Toffler, War and Antiwar (Boston: Little, Brown, 
1993). 


. Transformation Planning Guidance, April 2003, p. 3. 
. The concept was first brought up in the National Security Strategy (2002). However, itis an old 


concept that has been written about, among others, by Andre Beaufre, Deterrence and Strategy 
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(London: Faber and Faber, 1965). See also Elaine Bunn: ‘Preemptive Action: When, How, and 
to What Effect’, Strategic Forum, No. 2000, (July 2003). 
7. In the United States, there is a distinction between dissuasion and deterrence. The first is more 
of a diplomatic attitude, and the second places more emphasis on the military instrument. 
8. Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR) Report and the Department’s Annual Report to the 
president and the Congress. 
9. For many former military people, this unusual situation was not well understood. This 
generated a debate in the newspapers at the time. 
10, Military Transformation. A Strategic Approach, Autumn 2003, pp. 20-26. 
11. Ibid., p. 30. 
12. The concept of Adaptation is explicated in Hans Binnendijk and Richard Kugler, Managing 
Change: Capability, Adaptability, and Transformation (Defense Horizons, June 2001). 
13. An alternative to transformation which is a more generalized process is achieving greater 
polyvalence in the military instrument. However, polyvalence does not always ensure 
efficiency in all the areas it purports to include. 


